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T h e fo l low ing is a p re l im ina ry repor t o n the pos i t ion o f the subs idy scheme as i n S e p t e m w 
1056, i n re la t ion t o smal lho ld ings based o n a n ana l ys i s ca r r i ed o u t b y t h e C o c o n u t Res ta r t 
I ns t i t u te . * « 
De ta i l ed ana lys i s of the d a t a col lected f r o m the D e p a r t m e n t o f Coconut* Rehab i l i t a t i on 
s t i l l incomple te . F u r t h e r t he stat ist ics regard ing the n u m b e r a n d acreage of smal lho ld in | 
u n d e r coconuts a re riot ava i lab le to us y e t . % 
T h e p r e b m i n a r y r e p o r t f u rn i shed be low is based o n ( reasonable) estimates o f t h e e x t e n t J 
smal lho ld ings u n d e r coconuts i n v a r i o u s d is t r i c ts in C e y l o n . F o r C h i l a w D i s t r i c t , h o w e v e 
f a i r l y accura te d a t a a re ava i lab le a n d m o r e o v e r t he d a t a for C h i l a w D i s t r i c t w i t h respect 
' S u b s i d y A p p l i c a t i o n s ' h a v e b e e n ana l ysed i n deta i l . 
T h e r e f o r e a genera l v i e w o f each d is t r ic t i n the I s l a n d and a c o m p a r a t i v e l y more* detai l?/ 
r epo r t for C h i l a w D is t r i c t are g i v e n be low. ! 
T A B L E I 
District 
A l l C e y l o n * 
C o l o m b o Dis t r ic t 
K u r u n e g a l a D is t r i c t 
C h i l a w D is t r i c t 
Ga l le D i s t r i c t 
M a t a r a D is t r i c t 
K a l u t a r a D is t r ic t 
P u t t a l a m D is t r i c t 
T & i t n a p u r a D is t r i c t 
O t h e r A r e a s 
Kega l l e D is t r i c t 
K a n d y D is t r i c t 
Ba t t i ca loa D is t r i c t 
Total acreage 
under coconut 
stnallholdings 
(estimated) 
681,669 
156.128 
198,824 
47-399 
T3I.591 
20,082 
34.7«2 
28,372 
28.549 
17,091 
58,816 
5S.931 
13.934 
9.841 
APPLIED. FOR SUBSIDY 
rvo. of 
holdings Acreage , 
21,157 97,321 1 
10,351 44.073 
3.833 22.394 
2.837 16,319 
.— t i 379 i • 
1,087 3.826 
616 2,832 
8fifi 2,823 
210 1.952 
55o 1,792 
202 1.363 
2t)0 1,186 
225 1.053 
.00 776 
Percentage of • 
acreage using • 
subsidy 
1 4 3 
28.3 
" 3 
34-4 
T43-7 
13.2 
8.2 
8.0 
6.8 
10.5 
2-3 
2.0 
7.6 
- J U L 
fTh*se figure arc relatively accurate, 
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stable 1 g i ves t h e es t ima ted -acreage o f smal lho ld ings under coconuts for each d is t r ic t . I t 
g i ves a c t u a l d a t a for t h e to ta l acreage for w h i c h subsidies h a v e been g r a n t e d , and also the 
r t i o n o f t h e to ta l es t imated acreage of smal lho ld ings w h i c h w i l l be m a n u r e d . 
I t s h o u l d be no ted t ha t the es t imated to ta l acreage is o n the h igher side, in t ha t it inc ludes 
2-gardens also. A s such t h e percentages w o r k e d out w i l l be o n the l ower side. T h i s fac to r 
"d no t m a k e a n appreciable di f ference because subs idy appl icat ions h a v e been m a d e for 
home-ga rdens also ( i .e. less t h a n one ac re ) . 
I t is o b s e r v e d tha t o n l y abou t 15 per cen t of the to ta l acreage of smal lho ld ings i n C e y l o n 
e responded t o th is scheme. C h i l a w D is t r i c t records the h ighest response (43.7 p e r c e n t ) 
3 second comes, C o l o m b o D i s t r i c t (28.3 per c e n t ) . T h e o ther d is t r ic ts h a v e recorded a poor 
jnse. -
I n , t o t a l acreage c o v e r e d b y subsidies, the order of precedence is C o l o m b o D i s t r i c t , t hen 
l ega la D i s t r i c t , a n d C h i l a w D i s t r i c t t h i r d . 
, F o r C h i l a w D i s t r i c t , th is response was expec ted , w i t h the Coconu t Resea rch I ns t i t u t e a n d 
i p r o p a g a n d a w o r k in fu l l s w i n g , besides the t rad i t ions of good h u s b a n d r y for w h i c h the D i s t r i c t 
FeU-fcnown.. 
C o l o m b o D is t r i c t record ing t h e r e l a t i v e l y h i g h d e m a n d , can also be a t t r i bu ted t o the a b o v e 
ctor as w e l l as t h e h i g h e r l e v e l o f l i t e r a c y i n th is d is t r ic t , a n d also p r o b a b l y the s w i t c h i n g o v e r 
income f r o m p a d d y lands o w n e d b y coconut smal lho lders. 
C h i l a w D i s t r i c t 
R e a s o n a b l y accurate stat is t ics are ava i lab le for C h i l a w D is t r i c t . T h e deta i led ana lys is 
s u b s i d y records is comp le te fo r th is d is t r i c t a n d m o r e o v e r the stat is t ics o f smal lho ld ings u n d e r 
: o n u t i n th is d is t r ic t are r e l a t i v e l y accura te . 
T a b l e I I . be low g i ves for C h i l a w D is t r i c t a n d i ts sub-d iv is ions, stat ist ics o f ( l ) the to ta l 
ibex o f sma lmo ld ings (unde r c o c o n u t ) , the i r acreage, a n d also the ave rage s ize of ho ld ings 
t h e d i f fe rent zones, (2) t he n u m b e r o f ho ld ings tha t h a v e been g r a n t e d subsidies, the i r t o ta l 
x e a g e a n d t h e a v e r a g e s ize of ho ld ing , and (3) t he p r o p o r t i o n of ho ld ings a n d of acreage w h i c h 
i v e responded t o the subs idy scheme. 
T A B L E I I 
*' . Area 
TOTAL HOLDINGS APPLIED FOR SUBSIDY 
%USING 
SUBSIDY 
No. Acreage Site of holdings No. Acreage 
Size 0/ 
holdings No. Acreage 
C H I L A W D I S T R I C T . . 10,964 31.59^ 2.88 2,837 I 3 . 7 9 1 4.73 25-9 43-7 
< ( a ) 
P.K. S o u t h . . 7,175 19,037 2 .65 2,351 10,111 4 .16 32 .8 5 3 1 
O t a r a P a l a t a 2.349 6,937 2-95 87S 3.971 4-52 37-4 57-2 
K o m m a l P a t t u 1,623 3.494 2-15 5 " i . bu i 3-3i 3i-5 48.4 
Meda P a l a t a 1,641 4.506 2-75 486 2.5% 5-32 20.6 57-4 
Y a t a k a l a m P a t t u 1.562 4,100 2.62 476 1,864 3-36 30-5 45-5 
(b) 
P . K . N o r t h 3,789 12,554 3.31 486 3,680 7 .54 12.8 
Y a g a m P a t t u *,329 -I065 3 - - * 208 1.447 O.96 15-7 33-1 
M u n n c s w a r a i n P a t t u 
38.7 
- ( sou th ) 1,04(1 3-49" 3 34 171 1.352 ' 7.K2 16.5 
M u n n e s w a r a m P a t t u • 
( n o r t h ) . . 228 522 2.29 115 8.85 5-7 22.0 
A n a v i l l u n d a n P a t t u . . 1,186 4.177 3.52 94 766 8.15 
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I t w i l l be obse rved that fo r th is d is t r ic t a to ta l o f 2,837 o u t o f 10,964 ho ld ings (i.e. 2 5 C 
cen t ) h a v e appl ied fo r subs idy . O n the basis o f acreage th is a m o u n t s t o 13,791 acres ouj 
31,591 ( i.e. 43-7jper c e n t ) — a v e r y cons iderab le response. T h i s s h o w s t ha t t h e res pons 
been bet te r i n t h e case of big smal lho lders . 
P i t i ga l K o r a l e Sou th has c o v e r e d 32.8 pe r cent f r o m the po in t of v i e w o f t h e n u m b f f 
ho ld ings a n d 53. i pe r cent f r o m the po in t of v i e w of acreage ; i t m a y be n o coinc idence _ 
C . R . I , is s i tua ted i n P . K . Sou th a n d tha t t rad i t ions of efficient c u l t i v a t i o n a n d m a n u r i n g n S 
h a v e pe rmea ted f r o m the p r o x i m a t e in f luence of the Coconu t Resea rch I n s t i t u t e . 
A s against th is , P i t i g a ! K o r a l e N o r t h h a s cove red o n l y 12.8 pe r cent o f the numbe r | j -
ho ld ings a n d 29.3 pe r cent o f the acreage. 
T h e s i tua t ion w i t h regard . to the o the r sub-d iv is ions of these K o r a l e s are.c lear f r o m T a b l e I 
T A B L E I I I 
Applications for subsidy by size of smallholdings in Chilaw District 
No. of holdings of size (acres) 
LA L5 t . ™ £ 1 5 Z.20 Total LA 
Proportion % 
L5 L*> US Li 
C H l L A W 
D I S T R I C T 
(a ) 
P . K . S o u t h 
1,266 593 577 234 167 2.837 44.6 20.9 20.3 8-3 5-1 
1448 491 453 155 104 2,351 48 .8 20.9 19.3 6 .6 4. j 
O t a r a P a l a t a 410 174 196 63 35 878 46.7 19.8 22.3 7.2 4-1 
K a m m a l P a t t u 3t>3 107 73 21 7 5 " 59-3 2,0.9 14-3 4.1 1.; 
M e d a P a l a t a 200 102 98 45 4i 486 41.2 20.9 20.2 9-3 8.f 
Y a t a k a l a n P a t t u 
( b ) 
P . K . N o r t h 
235 108 86 26 21 476 49-3 22.7 18.1 5-5 
.<•( 
118 102 124 79 63 486 24.3 21.0 25 .5 16.2 13.1 
Y a g a m P a t t u 64 43 4» 3i 22 208 30-7 20.7 23.1 M - 9 10.! 
M u n n e s w a r a m Sou th 3h 41 3» 36 20 171 21 .1 24.0 22.2 21.1 XI. 1 
M u n n e s w a r a m N o r t h 4 1 2 3 3 13 30-7 7-7 15-4 23.1 33-
A n a v i l l u n d a n P a t t u 14 
_ I 2 36 I 18 2* 14.8 18.1 38.3 
Table III shows the d i s t r i bu t i on of the appl icants for subs idy b y size of smal lho ld ings in 
C h i l a w D is t r i c t . 
I t is obse rved that n e a r l y ha l f {44.6 per cen t ) of the appl icat ions c a m e f r o m smal lholding 
of less t h a n 2{ acres. T h e posi t ion in the m a i n d iv is ions a n d sub-d iv i s ions o f the d is t r ic t aid. 
seen c lear l y i n the T a b l e . A n o t e w o r t h y po in t is t ha t i n P i t i ga l K o r a l e S o u t h (as compare*} 
w i t h P i t i ga l K o r a l e N o r t h ) a re la t i ve l y h igher p ropo r t i on of the appl icat ions f o r subs idy w e i t 
f r o m the smal ler smal lho lder (48.8 pe r cent against 24.3 pe r cen t ) . *: 
I n genera l i t appears tha t the response to the subs idy scheme, fo l lows the l i t e racy pa t t e rn 
a n d / o r t he p r o x i m i t y of the a rea to the Coconut Resea rch I n s t i t u t e — O t a r a P a l a t a recording 
the highest response a n d M u n n e s w a r a m P a t t u N o r t h a n d A n a v i l l u n d a n P a t t u t h e lowest . 
T h i s stresses t h e impor tance of educa t ion a n d p ropaganda i n the success o f th is subs idy 
scheme. 
A fu l l repor t w i t h rega rd t o a l l t he o ther d is t r ic ts i n t h e I s l a n d w i l l f o l l ow i n due c o u r s e 
a n d o n the basis o f th is repo r t t he ac tua l d isposi t ion a n d post ing of A d v i s o r y F i e l d Off icer 
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nut Instructors) should be determined, the principle being that the response to subsidy 
e,should be inversely proportional to the future posting of Advisory Field Officers. On 
rinciple there should be greater intensification of Advisory Work where the response has 
low on the basis that in areas where applications have been liberally made, much inducement 
t necessary in contrast to areas, where (a) advice, (6) special pleadings and (c) the organi-
h ot Co-operative Societies where loans can be arranged to meet the cost of the balance 
I has to be paid to the manure firms by the smallholdings. 
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